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THE LAW AND THE RULE. 


THERE has been a good deal of not very fruitful dis- 
cussion amongst homeopathists as to whether the homeo- 
pathic formula should be written, “ Similia Similibus 
curentur ”; or,“ Similia Similibus curantur.” There is 
no doubt as to which HAHNEMANN wrote ; and there is 
also no doubt as to which is the correct Latin. In classical 
Latin “curo ” means not “ I cure,” but “ I take care of,” 
or “ I treat ” ; a sense preserved in the German “ kur ” 
of to-day, which means a method of “ treatment,’ and 
not “ a cure ” in our sense. HAHNEMANN wrote “ Similia 
Similibus curentur,” which means, “ Let likes be treated by 
likes °’—“ Curentur ” being in the imperative and not the 
indicative mood. This is the Rule of homeopathy : it is 
not the Law, but it is founded on the law, and without the 
law would be, of course, valueless. It would be of no use 
to treat likes with likes if likes did not cure likes. The 
confusion has arisen by reading the Law into the formula 
of the Rule, and endeavouring to make the formula express 
the Law rather than the Rule. This has brought about 
the substitution of the indicative “Curantur ” for the 
imperative “ Curentur,” the meaning of the English word 
“cure ” having been imported into it at the same time. 

Perhaps the safest way would be to avoid Latin altogether 
and keep to Anglo-Saxon. There will be no danger of 
mistakes then. We can express the Law thus : “ Likes cure 
likes ” ; and the Rule, “ Let likes be treated by likes.” Or, 
if our devotion to Latin is not to be overcome, we can 
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adopt for our motto simply “ Similia Similibus ”—* Likes 
to likes,” or “ Likes by likes ”—leaving the verb to be 
understood. In this way both meanings will be included. 
The Latin words “ Medeo ” and “ Sano ” mean “ I cure,” 
or “ I heal ” ; and if we want to express the Law, “ Me- 
dentur ” or “ Sanantur ” must be mentally supplied ; if the 
Rule, “ Curentur.” 

After all, the matter is not really worth fighting about, 
only it is as well to avoid confusion of thought where 
possible. The important thing is to understand that 
homeopathy is a law of nature, and not merely a rule 
formulated by a clever man and to be followed on the 
strength of his ipse dixit. In the conflict that has taken 
place over “ Curentur ” versus “ Curantur,” defenders of 
the Rule have sometimes seemed to forget this, and to have 
imagined that homeopathy consists of an excellent piece of 
advice merely, which may be followed or not, according to 
the option of the individual. 

Homeopathy is nothing of the kind. It is a genuine 
system of “ cure,’ in the Anglo-Saxon sense of the word, 
and it has a Law of Nature for its foundation. Upon this 
Law of Nature have been built a science and an art of 
healing. If homeopathy is not a system of cure it is 
nothing at all. It is just this that makes it so offensive to 
allopathists. Old school authorities are perpetually giving 
it out that there is no such thing as a “ cure,” and, like 
Professor MCKENDRICK the other day, they plaintively lament 
that even “ educated persons ” hanker after a “ cure,” 
when they might be satisfied with a scientific view of 
things. It is quite true of allopathy that it has no cures : 
it only possesses palliatives and scientific explanations, 
with which it seeks to satisfy the wants of its lay 
adherents. Hence the anger of the allopaths when homeo- 
pathy steps in, and not only professes to cure patients, but 
does actually cure them, in spite of all the medical 
eminences of the allopathic school, who have pronounced 
cure impossible. HAHNEMANN might have preached his 
doctrines in peace to the end of his days if his doctrines 
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had been empty of results. It was because his law was 
true, and led him to cure patients whom his contemporaries 
could not cure, that he was persecuted by his medical 
“brethren.” And it is for the self-same reason that 
homeopathy is maligned and persecuted to-day by the 
established ignorance of the allopathic sect. If homeo- 
pathy were a failure it would be looked upon quite amiably 
by its elder sister. As it is, no stupid slander is too stupid 
to find admission to the allopathic journals ; and only the 
other day that great luminary in medical ethics the British 
Medical Journal, in a leading article on CHARCOT, went out 
of its way to describe homeopathy as a“ non-entity ” ! 

We do not complain of this. It is no particular grief to 
us to see our opponents making an exhibition of themselves. 
We take these little exhibitions of envy and spite as an 
indication of the annoyance our success gives them. As 
Dr. DUDGEON has pointed out, they call themselves 
“ regular ” and yet they have no “ rule,” and “ orthodox ” 
and yet they have no “ doxy.” Homeopaths, on the other 
hand, have a definite Law, and a definite Rule based upon 
that law. Together these constitute, with the body of ob- 
served facts that has been built upon them, the only science 
of therapeutics worthy of the name that has been given to 
the world. Brains and application are required for the suc- 
cessful carrying out of the homeopathic Law. There is no 
royal road to this ; and herein lies another, if not the chief, 
objection allopaths take to homeopathy. It has no cut- 
and-dried formula for every complaint ; but every case 
that comes to be treated must be considered on its own 
merits. If homeopathy were as easy as “ rolling off a log,” 
as our American cousin would say, much of the allopathic 
objection to it would disappear. 


